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INTRODUCTION



Thic Exvironmental Acsescment (EA) evaluates the mapasts of enlarging the arealin which the City of
Shagta Lake (Shasta Lake) can ddliver the water it receives from the Centra Valley Project (CVP),
pursuant to its Interim Renewa Contract Number 4-07-20-W1134-IR8 (Contract W1134-IR8) with
the United States.

The Proposed Action isthe Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) approva of Shasta Lake s request to
add approximately 230 contiguous acres, located in the southwest corner of Shasta Lake s city limit,
known as“Area A" (see Figures 1-3) to Shasta Lake' s Contrastor’s Servise Area under Contract
W1134-IR8. Thisaction would dlow ddivery of water obtained under Contract W1134-IR8 to Area
A, induding reclamed water. This ddivery of redlamed water to industrid users would effectively
increase Shasta Lake' swater supply, but it would not change the quantity of raw or potable water
available to Shasta L ake pursuant to Contrast W1134-IRR.

Descriptions of the purpose and need of the Proposed Action, description of the Proposed Action and
aternatives, and anadyses of the impacts of the Proposed Action are given below.

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The purpose of the Proposed Aotion is to allow Shasta Lake to supply CVP water to Area A mnder
Contrapt W1134-IR8.

The Proposed Aotion is needed besause Shasta Lake pannet meet all long-term water demands i
Area A without an ability to deliver CVP water, whether potable or reclaimed, to Area A under
Contrast W1134-IRR, or the apquisition of reliable supplies of non-CVP water. The existing supplies
under Shasta Lake' s contract with the Shasta County Water Agency (SCWA), which can be used in
Area A without further action by Reclamation, could supply dl existing and foreseedble future
development in Area A with the exception of the Knauf Fiber Glass GmbH (Knauf), fiberglass
manufacturing plant (Knauf Project). Approva of the Proposed Action would allew delvery of encugh
CVP water, either potable or reslaimed, to meet dl foreseeable demandsin Area A, including the
Knauf Project.

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVE

This EA analyzes the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action.
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No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the current water service area, which excludes Area A, would
remain unchanged. Shasta Lake would be able to supply the developmentsin Area A, except the
Knauf Project, with the 50 acre-feet per year it obtains from the SCWA, but would be dependent on
non-CV P water to supply the Knauf Project’ s needs. In the near term, the Knauf Project would be
supplied with ample water from Shasta Lake' s 2-year contract with the Centerville Community
Services Didtrict (CCSD), but supplies beyond that are uncertain. However, because the Knauf
Project is operationa and represents a subgtantial investment, it is probable Shasta Lake would, if
necessary, acquire water rights from either an up-stream water rights holder or negotiate along-term
contract with the CCSD for water to supply Knauf without Federd involvement.

Proposed Action

This action would expand Shasta Lake's CV P Contrastor’s Servise Area to include Area A.
Expansion would enable Shasta L ake to provide both potable and reclaimed water to Area A
developments, including the Knauf Project.

This EA assumes the “maximum impact scenario” for the Proposed Action, wherein the Knauf Project,
which plans to use reclamed water for most of its operations, would be supplied potable water for both
domestic and manufacturing purposes. Thismay be necessary for brief periods as aresult of
breakdowns in the waste water treatment process, but are not expected to be the norm, even though
that was assumed for this EA to give amaximum impact andysis.

Alternatives | dentified But Not Considered Further

Use of locd ground water was deemed infeasible because suppliesin the immediate areaare virtudly
non-existent.

Use of imported ground water from the abundant reserves south of Redding would require extensve
pipelines, and nearly 500 feet of vertica lift, once the groundwater was at the surface, for atotd lift of
perhaps 600 feet. Thiswas deemed improbable, given that water acquired from an upstream user
probably could be conveyed to the area with less capitd and operating expense.

Dee of recynled water, in whish the SCWA water ic reclaimed sonltiple timer, is not feacible bepanee

the wastewater delvered to the Knauf Projest is essentially sonsumed by moorporation into the project
or lost to the atmosphere.
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Useof surface water under long-term contracts with downstream users would not physicaly differ
from the Proposed Action. Moreover, because the downsiream users on the Sacramento River hold
either water service contracts, or water settlement contracts, Reclamation’ s concurrence would be
required. Concurrence would trigger exactly the same procedura requirements as the Proposed
Action, and thus it is effectively the same as the Proposed Action. Three exceptions occur, but each is
uncertain as awater source. The SCWA has asarvice areathat includes Area A, but it has aready
subcontracted its water supply. The McConnell Foundation has 5,100 acre-feet per year, and the
CCSD has 900 acre-feet per year which could be used in Area A without further Reclamation action.
However, the McConnel Foundation is not making long term commitments of its water at thistime, and
the CCSD will need its water over the long term. None of these exceptionsiis, therefore, a promising
source for long term supplies of CVP water that can be used in Area A without further approvals.

Use of surface water purchased from up-stream water rights holders would be feasible since non-CVP
water obtained from water rights holders upstream of Shasta Dam and reservoir could be diverted
below Keswick Dam and piped uphill to Area A. Thefeashility of thisis demongrated by the
existence of water facilities, owned by the City of Redding, that do precisdy this and that have formerly
supplied water to Area A. However, any analysis of the impacts of the construction and operation of
these facilities would be speculative and unrelated to any action by Reclamation, and the impactsin
Area A would be the same as the impacts of the Proposed Action, except that the Proposed Action
would avoid the need to congtruct and operate new diverson and delivery facilities. Thus, the
Proposed Action would have less environmenta impact, and would be more cost effective than a
purchase of upstream rights and diversion and conveyance through non-Federd facilities. Therefore,
this dternative was not reviewed further.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section evauates the environmenta impacts associated with the Proposed Action. Thisandysis
focuses on the operation of the Knauf Project, whish is the only development or astivity in Area A that
sould not oopur on a sustained basic without the Proposed Aotion, a ong-term, non-CVP water supply,
or a long-term sontrast with CCSD or the MoConnell foundation

The data used in this analysis are primarily derived from Shasta Lake' s Environmenta Impact Report
(EIR) for Shasta Lake' s Conditional Use Permit No. 96-07 which authorized the congtruction of the
Knauf Project Knauf Fiber Glass Manufacturing Facility Revised Dreft EIR, July 1997; Find EIR,
October 22, 1997, State Clearing House No. 961120701). The Fmal EIR, which assessed the
potentia impacts for the project as awhole prior to congtruction, isincluded in this EA by reference.
Separate environmenta analyses were prepared by other Federd agencies for the issuance of their
permits under Federd law.

EA.03-13-02



Physical Resources. Water Supplies

Water Supply

Shasta Lake has 2,800 acre-feet per year of long term supphies. Thisincludes 2,750 acre-feet of CVP
water under Contract W1134-1R8 which can only be used within the contract service area, and 50
acre-feet of CVPwater under the SCWA suboontrast Which can be used anywhere within the city
limits. Small amounts of water are available, on an emergency bases, under back-up agreements with
the Bella Viista Water Distriot and the City of Redding which are kmited to uce i the CVP cervise area.
In addition, Shasta L ake has a short term supply of 240 apre-feet per year, for 2 years, from the
CCSD whish pan be used attywhere within the pity kmits.

The cuantity of water under subsontract with the SCWA has been, and remains, adequate for the
minor usersin Area A and for the foreseeable development of the area except for the Knauf Fiber
Glass GmbH (Knauf) fiberglass manufacturing plant (Knauf Project). However, water for the initia
operation of the Knauf Projest somes from the sontrast with the CCSD.

The Propoced Astion would not affest Shacta Lake' s water supply ac the sontrast vohmmes would be
mshanged. However, approval of the Propoced Astion would allaw Shacta Lake to reuce water
obtamed mder Contrast W1134-IR8 m Area A and provide Knauf'with a reliable water supply.

Current Water Demand

Shasta L ake currently consumes approximately 2,500 acre-feet per year (2.23 million gallens per day
(mgd)) or 250 acre-feet per year less than that which is available under the City’ sinterim CVP
contract. (Seethetable at the end of thisEA.) Long term, Shasta Lake projects atotal city-wide
consumption of 6,250 acre-feet per year, although Reclamation estimated a 2025 demand for 3,403
acre-feet per year during its assessment of contractors needs as part of the CVP-wide Long Term
Contract Renewal process.

Expancion of Shasta Lake's CVP Conirastor’s Servine Area would antherize the pity to distribute CVP
water, both reslaimed and potable, to the Knauf Projest and other fisture ueee in Area A. The Knanf
Projeot would use as much as 225 aore-feet per year, of the 250 acre-feet per year remaming in Shasta
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Lake's CVP pontrast, if Knanf were mmable to use reclaimed water as planned m s mamfasturmg
prooesses. Other mductrial uses oould firther morease water demands i Area A over the long term.

Bepance the Knauf Projeot ooovpies 94 aocres of the 230 aores i Area A, up t0136 gross acres would
be left for other industrial development. Shasta L ake estimates that the 136 gross acresyields
approximately 90 acres of devel opment space after excluding accessory uses, such as parking lots,
streets, and open space. Shasta Lake estimates, based on existing water use rates, that industrial
development consumes approximatdy two single family equivaents per acre (SFE/acre). Accordingly,
Shagta L ake anticipates that development of industrial usesin Area A, besides the Knauf Project,
would increase water usage by about 180 SFEL. That number converts to 43,200 gpd?, or
approximately 48 acre-feet per year®. That amount of water use, coupled with the 225 acre-feet per
year of water needed by the Knauf Project, totals about 274 acre-feet per year or 26 acre-feet per
year less than Shasta Lake has left from dl itslong term supplies. However, snce Area A is partidly
developed dready, these figures probably overestimate the actua additional demand to be expected.
Hence, gpart form the Knauf Project, the demand in Area A, the SCWA water could meet demand in
the absence of the Proposed Action.

Apprommately 52 acre-feet per year of the 225 acre-feet per year used by the Knauf project would be
potable water, or roughly enough to serve 196 residences. About 50 acre-feet per year of this 52
acre-feet per year would be required for the fiber glass manufacturing process and allittle lessthan 1.5
acre-feet per year would supply restrooms, locker rooms, and a lunchroom/ break room.

The Knauf plant would use 174 acre-feet per year of reclaimed water in its manufacturing process,
unless reclamed water were found to adversely impact product qudity. In any case potable water
would be the backup for the manufacturing process requirements. I potable water were used
miermittently, and for chort periods, then the Knauf Projest would need only a emall frastion of its
manimim total yearly demand for prooess water. The Xnanf Projest would, for example, use only
about 18.5 aore-feet per year even if it had to rely on potable mamifastuning prosecs water for one
month each year.

Forepasied Water Derand

1/ 90 acres x 2 SFE/acre = 180 SFE.
%/ 180 SFE x 240 gpd/SFE = 43,200 gpd.

3/ 43,200 gpd x 365 days/year + 325,850 g/af = 48.4 apre-feet per year.
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Shasta Lake’s General Plan projests a population growth from the purrent 10,000 people to
approxmately 25,000, whish would oreate a water demand roughly 2.5 times the surrent supply,
mdependent of the proposed mohision of Area A, Like most CVP water sontrastors, Shasta Lake will
be mable to meet ds projested demand inlecs i smplements ponservation programs and asquires
supplemental water, but even so the prospects are not promising. The Knauf Project, would use 2
percent of Shasta Lake' s secure, potable water supply if operated with reclaimed water as proposed,
and about 8 percent if only potable water were to be used. Shasta Lake would thereby use most of its
remaining, secure potable water supply if only potable water were to be used.

Didtribution

CVP water enters Shasta Lake' s trestment and distribution system at Lake Shasta, where it is pumped
through a pump station operated by Reclamation to Shasta Lake s water trestment plant. The water
treatment plant has a capacity of 19 acre-feet per day (6.2 mgd) and presently operates at an average
of 6.8 acre-feet per day (2.23 mgd). During limited periods of the year, when water demand is the
greatest, the water treatment plant has operated at 17.2 acre-feet per day. The generd plan for Shasta
Lake provides for expanding the water trestment plant by 7.7 acre-feet per day (2.5 mgd) in the near
future.

The Knauf Projeot site, the largect Area A pommerpial development, ic served potable water by an
existng 12-inch water main that parallels Distriot Drive, whish runs along the eastern boundary of the
Knanf property. The main has nmuced sapaoity to delver apprommately 4,967 acre-feet per year (4.4
mgd). Thisis 22 timesthe Knauf Project’ s total demand of 225 acre-feet per year for potable water.

The Proposed Action would not affect the ditribution system since the trunk distribution system can
accommodate the needs of Area A, and the connections of the Knauf Project to ShastaLake's
facilities have aready been congtructed.

CVP Operations

Reclamation has determined there would be no identifiable impacts to the CV P operations as a result of
the expansion of the area of use for water under Shasta Lake's CVP Contrast W1134-IR8.

Therefore, no impacts associated with water delivery, availability of water, or other impacts to the CVP
operations are anticipated as a result of the proposed expansion of the service area.

TPhyrsical Resomrees: Air and Water Quality

The project, as permitted, would not violate Federd air or water quality standards st at levels intended
to protect public hedth and environmental quality. The most notable air quaity problem, reported by
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the EIR, was an exceedence of state PM 10 standards on an unoccupied hilltop west of the Knauf
Project under maximum impact assumptions. The alowable emissions were subsequently reduced
during the permitting process and even this exceedence is not expected to occur. Similarly, the effluents
from the plant will go to the waste water trestment plant for treatment before release to the

environmen.

TPhyrsical Resomrees: Other

The area proposed for mohision mto the Shasta Lake Service area is typioal of the foothlls to the north
and west of Redding. The topography is level, to gently rolling, with the red slay and sobble-rich sodls
typioal of cuch of Redding area’s foothills. Dramage of the site 1 by means of Churn Creek and
seasonal streams tributary to i (Figure 3). No unique geologic fegtures are present.

No new, short term impacts associated with water ddlivery are anticipated as a result of the proposed
expangon of the Contractor’ sService Areafor use of CVP water by ShastaLake. Under the
Proposed Action, water would be removed from Shasta L ake, processed and delivered to the area
using exigting facilities. No dterations or additions to those facilities would be required as aresult of the
Proposed Action, athough minor water service lines would be needed for any new congtruction. The
expanson of the Contraster’s Service Areawould not adversdly affect unique geologica features such
as wetlands, wild or scenic rivers, refuges, flood plains, rivers, or prime or unique farmlands.

Long term effects would be limited to those associated with congtruction in an indudirid park, and are
congstent with Shasta Lake' s Generd Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and would be preceded by
environmenta reviews under the California Environmental Quaity Act and appropriate Federd ar and
water quaity lavs. Mitigation would be recuired for any fisture impasts deemed significant under State
law and, generally, inder Federal regulations as well

Biological Reconreces

The vegetation of the area proposed for inclusion is dominated by the blue oak-grey pine woodland
typicd of the foathills of the northern Sacramento Vdley and lacks atty extencive or well developed
oopurrenpes of the spepialized habitats recptred by Federally listed spesies and sandidate cpeoies
oopurring i Shasta County. Wetlands, for example, are represented by small areas that should be easy
to avoid or mitigate. Most would bein the portion of Area A designated as “community park” on a
land use map provided by ShastaLake. In any case, no impacts would occur, that could not occur in
the absence of the Proposed Action, because Shasta L ake could, and plausibly would, obtain water
from up-stream water rights holders if the Proposed Action were not adopted.
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Of thel6 Federdly listed and candidate species subject to impacts by projects in Shasta County,

4 are resdents of verna pools. A smdl area of vernd poals, and hence potentia habitat, occurs east of
the proposed inclusion, but not in the inclusion itsdlf or in areas potentialy affected by drainage from the
gte. The county’smgor areas of vernad pools are 10 miles, or more, to the east and southeast. There
would be no affect on the Federdly listed vernd pool species, the vernd pooal fairy shrimp
(Branchinecta lynchi), the vernd poal tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi), the dender Orcutt grass
(Orcuttia tenuis) and Greene stuctoria (Tuctoria greenei). A survey of the Knauf ste by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service in April 1997 concluded the seasond wetlands seen were not suitable for
these species.

Three of the listed and candidate species are inhabitants of the riparian zones of perennid streams, or
permanent pools within intermittent streams. The Cdifornia red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii),
which higtoricaly occurred asfar north as the Redding area, may use intermittent streams but requires
access to perennid water, aresource absent from the vicinity of the proposed inclusion. The valey
long horn elderberry beetle (Desmocer us califoricus dimorphus) relies upon large elderberry bushes
that require good perennid water supplies, a condition not met at the Site that has marked summer
droughts. No ederberry bushes were observed in surveys conducted before construction of the Knauf
Project. Consequently, the borders of the drainages on the Site are basically the local oak-pine forest,
not the digtinctively riparian zone used by the ydlow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus
occidentalis), another riparian zone species.

Five species require perennid streams. The Shadta crayfish (Pacifastacus fortis) isa gpeciesfound in
cold, spring fed tributaries of the mid reaches of the Pit River, and requires cobble or boul der
subgtrates, rather than the clay-rich bottoms of the intermittent drainages crossing the site. The four
runs of Chinook salmon (Oncor hynchus tshawytscha) require cold, perennid streams, and are all
present in the Sacramento River, downstream of the mouth of Churn Creek, the intermittent tributary of
the Sacramento River into which the Ste drains. The Site gppears to represent less than 2 percent of
the Churn Creek drainage, and makes arather small contribution to the runoff of Churn Creek, even if
one assumes the rainfdl at the Steistwice that of the watershed asawhole. The effects on the
Sacramento River would be negligible. Given the lack of perennid water sources near the Site and the
modest contributions of drainage from the Site to the Sacramento River, no affect on listed or candidate
speciesis expected, even though Chinook probably use the lower reaches of Churn Creek for non-
nata rearing, and, in the case of thefdl run, limited spawning.

One species, the steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) uses ephemera streams for spawning, but it
requires moderate to fast flowing, well oxygenated waters and gravelly substrates for breeding. Neither
condition is met by the drainages on the site. The stream reaches downstream of the site may be useful
for portions of the steelhead' s life cycle, but are unsuitable for both spawning and rearing since the
stream dries up in the summer and for the portion of the period when water is present the temperatures
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would be lethd. Given the relatively smal contribution the Site gppears to make to stream flow in
Churn Creek, no affect is expected from any runoff from the site, or any discharges, which meet the
Regiona Water Resources Control Boards standards.

Two of the species potentialy affected by projectsin Shasta County, the Delta smelt (Hypomesus
transpacificus) and the Sacramento splittail (Pogonichthlys macrolepidotus) are species now
restricted to the Delta and adjacent areas. As such, they would only be affected by large water
management projects or operationa changes in such projects, and would not be affected by projects of
the scale of the Proposed Action.

The bald eagle ( Haliaeetus leucocephal us) may occasondly trandt the area because ardatively
large, 18 nesting pairs, resdent population occurs to the north at Shasta Lake. Habitat aso occursto
the west and south of the Site dong the Sacramento River. Use of the dite, even for foraging, is unlikely
however, because the bald eagle feeds predominantly on fish and waterfowl. Neither food sourceisto
be found on the Site. Thus, no affect is expected on this pecies.

The northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina), a Species associated with old growth conifer
forests, may occur in the northern portions of the county but would lack suitable habitat a the Site,
where the trees are small oaks, generdly less than 12 inches diameter a breast height, with scattered,
larger pines that may be as larger as 30 inches at breast height. The owl requires a multi-layered,
multi-species canopy with large trees (> 30 inches diameter at breast height overstory trees and forests
with a moderate to high canopy closure 60 to 80 percent); and a high incidence of large trees with
various deformities such as large cavities or broken tops. No such forests occur at or near the Ste.

Given that suitable habitat for anadromous fish is absent at the site and that hydreloginal affeots of
development of the site would be minor, no affects are expeoted on edher ksted speoies or speoies that
are pandidates for hicting.

Limited impacts to unlisted plants and wildlife are anticipated because no major infrastrusture changes
would be nepescary to deliver potable water to the expanded area of uce, and no shanges would ooour
in the amount of water provided to Shasta Lake ag a result of the Proposed Aotion. The Ste dterations
required for the waste water treatment plant, the Knauf plant, and the two other commercid facilitiesin
Area A have dready occurred. Similarly, long term impacts due to as yet unknown projects should be
limited because the Site lacks unique or exceptiond biological resources and the land use implications of
any additiona development would occur only after Shasta Lake complied with the Cdifornia
Environmentd Qudity Act (CEQA), which requires mitigation if Sgnificant environmenta consequences
areidentified.

Sorial and Culinral Reconrees
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Land Uge

Area A, exoept for the Knanf Projeot, the Shasta Lake Waste Water Treatment Plant, and two other
sommerpial or mdustrial fapihties s mdeveloped land. The nature and tining of development of the
mdeveloped portion of the remaining approximately 130 aores of Area A isuncertain and speculdive.
A map, of uncertain date, provided by Shasta Lake indicates industrid and public facility usage for
areas west and south of Churn Creek, with suburban residentia usage to the north and east of the
creek. Roughly the eastern third of Area A isindicated as potential suburban resdentid use; perhaps
10 percent is designated as a community park dong Churn Creek; and the remainder is designated for
indugtrid and public facilities. A Tentative Subdivison Map covering 20 to 25 acreswithin Area A,
was once approved, but the applicant withdrew the development proposal, and there are no pending
proposas to develop the remainder of Area A.

Approva of the Proposed Action would merely dlow Shasta Lake to more chegply supply
developmentsiit has dready gpproved and can otherwise service.

Cultural Resources

Reoause Shasta Lake has an alternative water supply for Area A, apart from the Knanf Projest, which
has akready been buslt, the Proposed Action would not cause any impacts that could not occur without
it. The proposed incluson is an unexceptiona parcel without known cultura resources. Therefore, no
negative impacts to cultura resources are anticipated.

Aswith the biological resources, gppropriate reviews were made prior to construction and no further
physica change is expected in the short run. In the long run, any additiona development to be
approved within Area A must be consstent with Shasta Lake' s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance,
must be approved by the Planning Commission or City Council of Shasta Lake, and would occur only
after Shasta Lake complies with the Cdifornia Environmenta Quality Act which would require
archaeologica surveys and, if significant environmenta consegquences are identified, the preparation of
an Environmental Impact Report.

Indian Trust Assets

Repance Shasta Lake has an alternatrve water supply for Area A, apart from the Knauf Projest, which
hag already been built, the Proposed Action would not cause any impacts that could not occur without
it. No Indian Trust Assets occur within Area A, dthough Indian Trust Assets occur about 3 miles north
of the dte dong Shasta Dam Boulevard. No adverse affects on these assats is expected, dthough it is
possible that development of Area A would create enough jobs to enhance the vaue of the trust lands
for resdentid use.
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Emaronmental Juctise

The propoced expancion of the area for uce of CVP water would not preferentially favor nor
dispriminate againct atty cosioesonomin groupe besauce the adjasent neighborhoode reflest a
reasonable oross seotion of the sontal and esonomis groups i the Redding area.

On the pontrary, approval of the Proposed Aption would Shasta Lake’s sosts in meeting its
sommitment to the Knauf Project, a source of employment in an economy that has recently lost severd
hundred jobs. These jobs would predominantly benefit lower to middle income families and would
enhance the tax base of Shasta Lake, a pity without substantial inanncial resouroes at this time.

Socioeconomic Resources. Other

Because Shasta L ake has an dternative water supply for Area A, apart from the Knauf Project, which
has aready been built, the Proposed Action would not cause any impacts that could not occur without
it other than those associated with the operation of the Knauf Project. The potentid impacts, which
were the subject of controversy during the permitting of the plant, were primarily air and water quality
problems which were addressed by the air and water quality permit conditions. Potentia problems
were also noted with regard to aesthetics, and a noise problem subsequently was created by the
dteration of the plant design to accommodate ar pollution controls. The aesthetic changes have
aready occurred and will be present regardless of the Proposed Action, and the noise impacts are
being addressed by Knauf. The proposed inclusion would not impact the neighboring residential areas
given that the Knauf Project has aready been built and that the air, water, and noise concerns have
been addressed.

Cumulative Impacts of Growth in Area A

Bepsance Shacta Lake has an alternatrve water supply for Area A, apart from the Knauf Projest, and
sould obtam water fom vp-stream water rights holders, if it paid a sufficient prise, the Proposed Astion
would not pauce atty smpaots that sould not ooour without it.

In the absence of other actions, the effect of Shasta Lake' s decision to supply water to the Knauf
project has been to reduce potentia size of the City’s population under present conditions by roughly 2
to 8 percent depending on whether or not potable water is used for process purposes. Because the
City forecasts a growth from 10,000 to 25,000 people, with atripling of the water requirement, the
City will need to obtain relatively large quantities of new water, gpart from Knauf, if it isto grow as
projected. The decision to supply Knauf will have little impact on the ultimate Size of Shasta Lake
under ether no-growth or high-growth assumptions.
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Table1l: Water Demand For the City of Shasta Lake

Gallons/Day AcreFt./Day AcreFt./Year
Maximum Potable Water Demand
City’s Contract W1134-1R8 Allocation 2,454,876 7.53 2,750
McConnell Purchase 892,682 2.74 1,000
Other Water Purchases +/- Acre Ft. 44,634 0.14 50
Total Water Available 3,392,192 1041 3,800
City Consumption 2,230,000 6.84 2,498
Remaining Water 1,162,192 3.66 1,302
Knauf Need (Maximum Potable Water Case) 201,200 0.6 225.34
Remainder Area A Water Need 43,200 0.13 48.4
(Maximum Case Full Build Out)
Total Water Need Area A (Maximum Case Fulll 264,800 0.81 273.74
Build Out)
Difference Between Supply and Need (Maximum 917,909 282 1028.26
Case)
Minimum Potable Water Demand
Knauf Uses Maximum Reclaimed Water 46,200 0.14 51.7
Difference Between Supply and Need (Minumum 1,107,819 3.40 1242.26
Case)
Potential Potable Water Savings
Knauf Uses Maximum Reclaimed Water (155,000) (0.48) (174)
Others Use Reclaimed Water for Landscaping (36,150) (0.11) (415
Total Area A Water Savings (Minimum Case) (191,150) (0.57) (215)

*The City of Shasta Lake has historically purchased up to 50 acre-feet per year from outside sources. Recently the
City has contracted to purchase 1000 acre-feet per year from anon-CVP source. The City intends to continue acquiring water
from outside sources. This table assumes that the City of Shasta Lake will only purchase, in the future, its historical purchase of
50 acre-feet year from other CVP contractors.

SThe landscape acreage is estimated to be approximately 10 percent of the remaining 136 acresin AreaA. Sincethe
reclaimed water line will be installed as part of the Knauf project, others may use the water if there isany excess. If Knauf uses
all of the reclaimed water, the resulting differenceis still within the overall allocation.
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

A draft EA was circulated for public review and responses to the comments received are attached to
this EA. No consultation was required under the Endangered Species Act because Reclamation
determined the environmentd affects of the proposed inclusion would be limited to the ability of Shasta
Lake' s contractors to use reclaimed water in Area A, and that there would, therfore, be no affects on
listed species or their habitats.

Contacts and documentation used in the preparation of the Draft EA were:

CH2M Hill, Inc. 1997. Knauf Fiber Glass Manufacturing Facility Find Environmental Impact Report.
Prepared for the City of Shasta Lake.

CH2M Hill, Inc. 1997. Knauf Fiber Glass Manufacturing Facility Revised Draft Environmental Impact
Report. Prepared for the City of Shasta Lake.

Duckett, John. Finance Services Manager. City of ShastaLake. Telephone conversation
regarding water supply and digtribution for the City of Shasta Lake.

Harvey, Alan. City Manager. City of ShastaLake. August 7, 1998 and September 1, 1998 tel ephone
conversations regarding water supply and distribution for the City of ShastaLake.

Smith, Sam. Managing Engineer. Pace Engineering, Inc. Telephone conversation regarding water
treatment for the City of Shasta Lake.

Thompson, Carla. Development Services Director. City of ShastaLake. Telephone conversation
regarding water supply and distribution for the City of Shasta Lake.
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